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Approved  
Minutes of the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate 
October 6, 2011; 1:30pm 
St. Mary’s Hall Room 113B 
 
Present: Paul Benson, Corinne Daprano, George Doyle, Jesse Grewal, Jonathan Hess, Emily Hicks, Leno 
Pedrotti, Antonio Mari, Carolyn Phelps, Joseph Saliba, Andrea Seielstad  
 
Absent:  Rebecca Wells 
 
Guest:  Linda Hartley 
 
Opening Meditation: Jonathan Hess opened the meeting with a meditation 
 
Minutes: The minutes of the September 29, 2011 ECAS meeting were approved 
 
Announcements: The next meeting of ECAS is October 13, 2011 from 1:30-2:30 p.m. in SM 113B. 
 
Student senators have been assigned to the following committees: APC- Megan Abbate (Humanities) 
and Emily Kaylor (Social Science); SAPC- Dimitri Tsiribas (SBA), Joe Radisek (SoE); FAC-Kaitlin Regan 
(SOEAP). 
 
The ad hoc committee created to help the FAC develop a document on faculty workload will be chaired 
by Paul Vanderburgh.   
 
J. Hess will invite Tom Burkhardt , VP of Finance, to attend an ECAS meeting in November to discuss the 
university budget. 
 
Old business 
Graduate School documents. J. Hess reported that he had a discussion with Brad Duncan, Associate 
Dean of GPCE to discuss the issues brought forward at ECAS’s last meeting regarding consultation with 
graduate faculty prior to Graduate Leadership Council (GLC) approval of the documents B. Duncan 
presented to ECAS. B. Duncan believes there has been adequate consultation of graduate faculty. J. Hess 
indicated that it may make sense to re-examine the process of consultation since there appear to be 
ambiguities in the process. He also suggested that ECAS may need to re-examine whether the proposals 
require Senate legislative concurrence or Senate legislative authority.  Since the GLC can create policy it 
would appear that the proposals require Senate concurrence rather than authority.  
 
Agenda for Oct. 14 Senate meeting. J. Hess reviewed the draft agenda for the next Academic Senate 
meeting.  ECAS reviewed the Academic Dishonesty Incident Report from the APC/SAPC and decided that 
the report form needs to be added to ECAS’s agenda for next week before it is presented to the Senate. 
Also, since the form does not create new policy no Senate action is required. Additionally, ECAS decided 
that the FAC proposal – Changes in Approach and Instrument for Student Observation of Faculty 
Teaching – be removed from the Oct. Senate agenda. Finally, J. Hess will ask Kevin Kelly, Dean of SOEAP, 
to give a report on the Master’s of Physician Assistant (MPA) program proposal.  
 
Senate Composition Committee. J. Hess indicated that he received one response to his email asking for 
faculty members interested in serving on this committee from Carl Friese, Biology.  The Deans will also 
be consulted for nominations to this committee.  
 
Student evaluation of faculty teaching. J. Hess asked for ECAS feedback regarding the FAC’s Changes in 
Approach and Instrument for Student Observation of Faculty Teaching proposal. G. Doyle indicated that 
he was dissatisfied with the proposal because student learning outcomes were not stressed in the 
document. Further, he asked why the proposal recommends two separate instruments – one used for 
administrative purposes and one for faculty development. L. Hartley, chair of FAC, reviewed the two 
purposes (formative and summative) for student evaluation of instruction as outlined in the FAC 
proposal.  She also clarified that the recommendations contained in the proposal (p. 7) focus on two 
separate processes not necessarily two separate instruments. 
 
A. Mari indicated that students were sometimes frustrated with the way the results of the current 
instrument were used and that there seemed to be no repercussions for faculty who receive negative 
student evaluations. How will adopting two separate processes address this issue? A. Seielstad 
suggested clarifying in the recommendations how the survey results would be used and more narrowly 
tailoring the current survey instrument.  
 
J. Saliba asked if the proposal is recommending (even requiring) the use of both summative and 
formative assessment. Also, whether or not a department chair can use the formative assessment for 
administrative evaluation as well? L. Harley answered yes to both questions. J. Saliba then asked that 
the recommendations in the proposal be clarified. He also asked that a redesigned assessment tool be 
evaluated for effectiveness after a specified period of time. 
 
P. Benson added that a revised proposal should more effectively communicate the importance and 
value of student feedback. Also, the proposal could include recommendations about how we might do a 
better job of gathering student comments.  
 
The following feedback from ECAS will be sent to the FAC regarding this proposal: 
1. Ensure that a redesigned university wide instrument is assessed after a specified period 
2. Clarify how formative assessment will be used 
3. Clarify what is new and/or different from current practice 
4. Determine if there is general agreement in the Senate that we need a redesigned tool 
5. Ensure that formative processes are consistent with existing policies 
6. Clarify terminology – use “observation” for all assessments or “evaluation” for all (i.e. student 
evaluation, peer evaluation, and chair evaluation of teaching) 
 
Consultation issue. J. Saliba stated that both he and Pres. Dan Curran are willing to enter into a 
meaningful conversation with ECAS regarding better communication and more effective consultations 
but that they are not interested in discussing new ways of governance. As a sign of their commitment to 
better communication and more effective consultation they are also offering to resurrect and 
reconstitute the ELC. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:55 PM.    
 
Respectfully submitted by Corinne Daprano 
 
 
 
Standing committee work assignments. Below is an updated list of assigned standing committee tasks: 
 Task N/C Prev To Work due Due  
 *UNRC policy doc C UNRC ECAS Review final document ?? 
 *Consultation issue C ECAS ECAS Work to resolve issues ??
 Academic misconduct C ECAS APC Final report Sept. 27 
 Academic misconduct C APC SAPC Review ?? 
 PDP proposal C APC APC Review Appendix A Oct. 25 
 Intellectual property rights C FAC FAC Proposal Nov. 8 
 Titles for part-time faculty C FAC FAC Proposal Nov. 8 
 Policy on emeritus status N  FAC Proposal Nov. 8 
 
 Tasks not yet assigned N/C Prev To Work due Due  
 *Voting representation N  Ad hoc Report and proposal ?? 
 Committee membership C UNRC UNRC Complete the list ?? 
 Faculty workload N  FAC  Report and proposal Mar. 2 
  
 Tasks ongoing N/C Prev To Work due      
 Oversight of CAP dev N  APC Hear monthly reports       
 
 Tasks completed N/C Prev To Work due Due  
 CAP&CC voting rights N  APC Offer recommendation Aug. 30 
 *Faculty evaluation C FAC FAC Rec. on purpose of eval Oct. 11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
